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- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 
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1 )□ Responsive to communication(s) filed on . 

2a )□ This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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1. On line 3 of claim 149, "ration" should be changed to "ratio." 

2. Claims 125-162 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. Claims 125 and 149 are not in proper independent or dependent form. Claim 125 
appears to attempt to begin as an independent claim, but the last two lines set forth "a drill 
according to claim 98." Similarly, claim 149 appears to start as an independent claim, but the 
last two lines set forth "a drill according to claim 121." For each of claims 125 and 149, those 
phrases on the last two lines must be deleted and replaced with the subject matter of claims 98 
and 121, respectively. [In the action below, the examiner has treated claims 125 and 149 as if 
they do include the subject matter of claims 98 and 121. Should these two claims be amended in 
some other manner not including all of the subject matter of claims 98 and 121, then any new 
rejection made to claims 125 and 149 will be subject to being considered as necessitated by 
amendment, and the next action will likely be made final.] Line 2 of claims 136, 145, 150, and 
159 each set forth "the latter." This term should be replaced with the appropriate item. 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 98-1 1 1 and 1 14-115 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Soviet 1685628. Figures 1-3 show a gun drill having the V-shaped flute, a fluid supply 11, 
13, and a rear offset 6 where opening 13 exits. As seen best in figure 2, the offset 6 is flat. If 
one were to draw a first line bisecting the flute and a second line normal to the surface 6, then 
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the angle formed by their intersection will be pretty small. It is noted that unless drawings are 
disclosed as being drawn to scale, then it is improper to treat them as if they are drawn to scale. 
Regarding claims 98 and 101, it is considered to have been obvious to have conducted suitable 
experimentation to provide this angle of intersection with a desired value of -50 to + 50 degrees, 
or -30 to + 30 degrees, in order to adequately balance the forces on the drill to make a hole of 
desired dimensions. Regarding claims 99 and 100, it is noted that figure 1 shows a length to 
diameter ratio of the head to be between 2 and 3, but, again, the drawings are not disclosed as 
being to scale. It is noted that the range of claim 99 is quite large, and this range of .5 to 10 is 
met by an extremely large percentage of the gundrill market, as is the ratio of claim 100. It is 
considered to have been obvious to have provided an appropriate ratio that will drill a hole of 
desired quality and surface finish. Regarding claim 102, the ratio of claim 102 covers nearly 
every possibility, as a value greater than 0.8 would likely cause the tool to break as there 
wouldn't be much material left to even make the tool head, and a value less than 0.1 would mean 
that the offset barely even exists. The ratio from figure 2 of Soviet '628 is about 0.4, but the 
drawings are not to scale. It is considered to have been obvious to have provided a ratio within 
the range of claim 102, as this range is so broad as to not even exclude any possible value that 
wouldn't cause tool fracture. Figure 3 shows the two cutting edges of claims 106-109, and it is 
considered to have been obvious to have provided angles appropriate for the material being 
drilled and the size of the hole being made. Regarding claim 110-111, while the value illustrated 
in figure 3 appears to be about 1/8, the drawing is not to scale. It is considered to have obvious 
to have provided a ratio appropriate for the material being drilled and the size of the hole being 
made. The ranges covered in claims 114-115 cover quite ordinary hole diameter sizes for 
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manufacturing situations, and it is considered to have been obvious to have provided tools 
having these normal diameter values. 

5. Claims 125 and 130-135 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Soviet '628 in view of Scheider et al (4957398). It is considered to have been obvious to have 
provided the Soviet tool with a depth/diameter ratio of greater than 100 if that is required by the 
particular workpiece. Scheider shows a conventional drive spindle having a fluid inlet 78 from a 
pump and a rotary transfer device 72, 74, 76, to transfer the fluid to a drive spindle. It is 
considered to have been obvious to have provided the Soviet device with a fluid supply 
arrangement as shown by Scheider et al, as this is a notoriously conventional arrangement to 
supply fluid to a rotary cutting too. Regarding claims 130-135, it is considered to have been 
obvious to have provided fluid supply at whatever pressure is required by the situation. 

6. Claims 163-190 are allowed. 

7. Claims 1 12-113 and 1 16-124 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

8. Any inquiry concerning the content of this communication from the examiner should be 
directed to Daniel Howell, whose telephone number is 571-272-4478. The examiner's office 
hours are typically about 10 am until 6:30 pm, Monday through Friday. The examiner's 
supervisor, David Bryant, may be reached at 571-272-4526. 

In order to reduce pendency and avoid potential delays, Group 3720 is encouraging 
FAXing of responses to Office actions directly into the Group at FAX number to 571-273-8300. 
This practice may be used for filing papers not requiring a fee. It may also be used for filing 
papers which require a fee by applicants who authorize charges to a USPTO deposit account. 
Please identify Examiner Daniel Howell of Art Unit 3726 at the top of your cover sheet. 



/Daniel W. Howell/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3726 



